S. S. Pillai
2 has just proved the following theorem: In every set of less than 17 consecutive integers there exists at least one integer which is relatively prime to all the others ; there are sequences of k integers for k = 17, 18, • • • , 430, however, which have not this property. Pillai conjectures that the same is valid for every k ^ 17. I shall prove that this conjecture is true.
The method of the proof is similar to the method I applied in a joint paper with H. Zeitz 3 in proving that the following conjecture is wrong for every prime p ^ 43.
Denote by p n the nth prime. 
Hence, by (1), (2), and (3), it is sufficient to prove that
It is easy to see that f(x)>0 holds for # = 1024, since log 1024 <7. Moreover we have 9 + 4/log 2 28
Hence f(x) is increasing for x = 1024 and the lemma is proved for #^1024. For 75 ^x< 1024 the lemma can be proved directly. For instance, it follows for 591 = *<1024 and for 355 = #<591 by the fact that there are 22 primes between 1024 and 1182 and 20 primes between 591 and 710. In the same way we get the lemma for 231^#<355, 159g#<231, and so on. ' ' • , pr, pr+U pr+2, ' ' ' , ps divides at least two of the k integers, since each of these primes is less than 2m, hence by (4) less than k/2. Therefore each of these k integers which is divisible by at least one of the primes (5) is not relatively prime to all the k -1 other integers. Hence it is sufficient to ALFRED BRAUER [April prove that there exist sequences of k integers such that for £^300 each of these integers is divisible by at least one of the primes (5). We consider the simultaneous congruences
Let x be a solution of (6). Then the integers
form a sequence of 2m+ 1 odd integers of the form
If jit is divisible by the odd prime p Vl we have p v^pr , since ju^ra because of (8). Hence we obtain from (6) that (9) x ± 2fx = 0 (mod p v ).
It follows from (9) that all those integers of (7) Beside the congruences (6) we now subject x to the following 2/ congruences (11) is divisible by at least one of the primes pr+u pr+2, ---, p 8 because of (13) Because of (4) we have k ^ 4m + 3.
Therefore we can take k consecutive integers from (14). None of these k integers is relatively prime to the product of the k -1 others.
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